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REMARKS 

Claim 14 is objected to. Claim 14 has been amended as suggested by the Examiner, 
Claims 22-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. The Examiner 
appears to object to the use of the term "imbinned". In addition, it appears that the Examiner finds 
that the claim suggests that all of the events are unbinned and that the disclosure indicates that 
some of the events are binned and some are not. Applicants traverse this rejection. 

Firstly, the Exanuner is referred to the final pai agraph on page 7 and the first paragraph on 

pages. 

The meaning of binned (and thus of unbinned), is clearly set forth at page 7, line 28 to 
page 8, line 3, There is no question of its meaning and the claim is not unclear. In addition, the 
term "binned" is a term of the art, such that unbmned, means "without binning," even without the 
explanation and comparison referred to at the beginning of this paragraph. 

As indicated at page 8, line 1, the "present invention, in Us most preferred form, has only 
one event in each element of the reconstruction..." Clearly, the disclosure does teach that in a 
preferred embodimentj all the elements are unbinned. However, the claim is not limited to all of 
the events being unbinned, only to those being used in the reconstruction of the claims. Whether 
events are binned for other uses is, of course, not part of the claim. 

As to the antecedent basis for "the unbinned events" pointed out by the Examiner m 
claim 22, claim 22 has been amended to conform with the wording used in claims 3 1 and 33. 

Applicants submit tlmt the aiaiendments to claims 14 and 22 are purely cosmetc in nature 
and are inherent in the claims before amendment. 

Claims 1 and 3-9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by 
Hasegawa. Apphcants traverse this rejection and submit that Hasegawa does not provide a prima 
facie case of anticipation. 

Claim 1 contains the limitation of ''separately distributing a weight of each of the 
individual radiation events. . Applicants have not been able to find any reference in Hasegawa to 
this feature. Li Hasegawa (as in Hudson) the events aa e binned or otherwise agglomerated before 
any reconstruction. In fact, the reference of the Examiner to "photons in a imit of time", is proof of 
one type of such agglomeration, which makes it impossible to s&parately distribute the a weight of 
each of the events as required by claim 1. When Hasegawa does acquire events individually (for 
emission reconstruction) there is no teaching of anything other than the prior art binning of events 
prior to reconstruction. 
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Claims 2 and 10-35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hascgawa in view of Hudson. Applicants traverse this rejection, and submit that the Examiner has 
not presented a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Applicants submit that, as to the claims dependent on claim 1, Hudson does not overcome 
the lack of teaching of Hasegawa mentioned above with respect to the 'individual events." In fact, 
Hudson at page 601, last two Imes clearly states that the events are binned, so that separate 
distribution of weights is not possible. The reference referred to in Hudson does not state that 
individual events are distributed separately, only that the binned events are probabilistically 
distributed. 

As to independent claims 22, 31 and 33, the Examiner has made a statement at these 
claims are unpatentable over Hasegawa and Hudson, I lowever, in the extensive explanation given 
of this rejection, there is no mention of any of these claims. Thus, the Examiner has not presented 
any reasoning for the rejection of these claims and therefore no prima facie case of obviousness 
has been set forth. However, applicants submit that ID neither Hasegawa nor Hudson is there any 
teaching of the reconstruction based on unbinned events. 

As to the Examinees requirement that an abstract on a separate page be supplied, tlie 
Examiner is respectfully referred to MPEP §1893.03(e f, which clearly mdicates that for a National 
stage of a PCT application, no such requirement exists and that it is **improper" for tlie Examiner 
to require that one be submitted. 

Applicants point out that a PTO-1449 form was filed together with the application on 
October 14, 1999. The form was never received in retum initialed by the Examiner. Applicants are 
resubmitting the form again and respectfully request tliat the references listed thereon be initialed 
by the Examiner to ensure that they appear on the face of the patent issuing on the present 
application. Applicants assume that the art has ahready been considered by the Examiner in 
accordance with MPEP § 1 893 .03 . 
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Applicants respectfully submit the application is in form for allowance. A notice to that 
ejfifect is respectfully awaited If the Examiner has any questions regarding this response, the 
Examiner is invited to call the undersigned at toll free telephone 1 (877) 428-5468. Please note 
that this is a direct line to the undersigned's Israel office, which is 7 hours ahead of Washington 
time. 



August 11,2003 
William H. Dippert, Esq. 
Reed Smith LLP 

599 Lexington Avenue, 29**^ Floor 
New York, NY 10022-7650 



Respectftilly submitted, 
R. LEVKOVITZ,etal. 




Paul Fenster 
Reg. No, 33,877 
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